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OPINION 1126 

TAN AGRA CYANEA LINNAEUS, 1766 (AVES) CONSERVED 

RULING — (1) Under the plenary powers, the specific name 
cyanea Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the binomen Loxia cyanea, is 
hereby suppressed for the purposes of both the Law of Priority and 
the Law of Homonymy. 

(2) The type locality of Fringilla brissonii Lichtenstein, 
1823, is hereby ruled to be Bahia, Brazil. 

(3) The following specific names are hereby placed on the 
Official List of Specific Names in Zoology with the Name Numbers 
specified: 

(a) brissonii Lichtenstein, 1823, as published in the 
binomen Fringilla brissonii (Name Number 2662) with 
an endorsement that the type locality of the species is 
Bahia, Brazil [see note at end of Ruling]; 

(b) cyanea Linnaeus, 1766, as published in the binomen 
Tanagra cyanea (Name Number 2663). 

(4) The specific name cyanea Linnaeus, 1758, as published 
in the binomen Loxia cyanea , and as suppressed under the plenary 
powers in (1) above, is hereby placed on the Official Index of 
Rejected and Invalid Specific Names in Zoology with the Name 
Number 1048. 


[Note on the above Ruling] 

[The Commission, when asked to vote on the type locality of 
Fringilla brissonii Lichtenstein, 1823, was not asked to place that 
name on the Official List. However, as (a) that name becomes the 
valid name of the South American Ultramarine Grosbeak through 
the suppression of Loxia cyanea Linnaeus, 1758, (b) the request 
concerning the type locality was accepted, (c) there is no “Official 
List of Type Localities”, and (d) it is necessary to register the 
Commission’s ruling in some way or another, I have concluded that 
an entry in the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology for 
Fringilla brissonii Lichtenstein, 1823 is implicit in that ruling. 
R.V.M. 24 October 1978] 


HISTORY OF THE CASE Z.N.(S.) 1929 

An application for the conservation of Tanagra cyanea 
Linnaeus, 1766, was first received from Dr E. Eisenmann, Dr R.A. 
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Paynter, Jr. and [the late] Charles Vaurie (all of the American 
Museum of Natural History, New York) on 18 May 1970. It was 
sent to the printer on 1 July 1970 and published on 29 March 1971 
in Bull zool. Nom., vol. 27: 259—261. Public Notice of the possible 
use of the plenary powers in the case was given in the same part of 
the Bulletin as well as to the statutory serials and to six ornitho¬ 
logical serials. No comment was received. 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

On 28 February 1973 the members of the Commission were 
invited to vote under the Three-Month Rule on Voting Paper 
(1973)6 for or against the proposals set out in Bull zool Nom. vol. 
27: 261. At the close of the voting period on 28 May 1973 the state 
of the voting was as follows: 

Affirmative Votes — twenty-two (22) received in the 
following order: Holthuis, Eisenmann, Lemche, Mayr, Simpson, 
Corliss, Vokes, Habe, Alvarado (conditional), Rohdendorf, Melville, 
Willink, Starobogatov, Sabrosky, Tortonese, Heppell, Nye, Binder, 
Brinck, Bemardi, Bayer, Ride 

Negative Vote — Dupuis. 

A late affirmative vote was received from Kraus. No voting 
paper was returned by Erben. 

Dupuis and Ride commented as follows: 

Dupuis: “On ne peut supprimer un nom linneen de 1758 sous 
pretexte qu’un zoologiste pense pouvoir reunir deux genres.” 

Ride: “The amendment to Article 74a(ii) which was adopted 
at Monaco {Bull. zool. Nom. vol. 29: 181) makes it clear that the 
request to fix the type locality should be achieved by the selection 
of a neotype if stability is to be reached. The applicants do not 
make it clear whether a type exists. If there is no type, the 
applicants can be asked to select a neotype from Bahia. If there is 
already a type, the Commission may need to annul its selection and 
replace it with another.” 

Dr Ride’s comment was sent to Dr Eisenmann, who replied: 
“The purpose of our application was to avoid the confusion that 
would have resulted from the transfer of the name Passerina cyanea 
(Linnaeus, 1766) of the common North American Indigo Bunting, 
to the South American Blue Grosbeak, Cyanocompsa cyanea 
(Linnaeus, 1758) as a result of the generic merger proposed by 
Paynter. To accomplish this, the earlier specific name was 
suppressed by exercise of the plenary powers and the next oldest 
name available for the Brazilian species, based on Fringilla brissonii 
Lichtenstein, 1823, was adopted. Loxia cyanea Linnaeus, 1758, had 
had its type locality restricted to Bahia, Brazil; we asked that the 
type locality of Lichtenstein’s brissonii be similarly restricted, as 
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had been done tentatively by Hellmayr in 1938. 

“The Monaco amendment to Art. 74 as to selection of a 
lectotype superseding previous restrictions presents no problems, so 
far as I can see. This provision applies only to a situation where 
there are syntypes, i.e. where there is a type series but no holotype. 
Lichtenstein, in describing Fringilla brissonii, had no syntypes or 
type series. He was merely giving a binominal name to Loxia 
caerulea var ($ Gmelin Syst. Nat . ed. 13, vol. 1 (2): 863, which was 
solely based on Brisson’s description of the “Bouvreuil bleu du 
Bre'sil” ( Orn . vol. 3: 321, pi. 17, fig. 2). There is no indication that 
Brisson (to honour whom Lichtenstein named the bird brissonii) 
had a series of specimens of the Brazilian species he described. So 
there is no danger that someone will select a lectotype of a sub¬ 
species not found in Bahia. As to selecting a neotype, I can see no 
justification for this. If Brisson’s holotype should be found here¬ 
after of his “Bouvreuil bleu du Bresil” and could be proved to be a 
subspecies different from that found in Bahia, it would supersede 
the neotype, but no harm would result, for the specific name 
brissonii would still be the oldest (as a result of the suppression of 
the Linnean cyanea, 1758), so I can see no value in trying to 
provide a neotype, and I would have to engage in a great deal of 
futile work to comply with the Code provisions relating to 
neotypes.” 


ORIGINAL REFERENCES 

The following are the original references for the names placed 
on an Official List and an Official Index by the ruling given in the 
present Opinion: 

brissonii, Fringilla , Lichtenstein, 1823, Verz. Doubl. BerlinerMus.: 
22 

cyanea, Loxia . Linnaeus, 1758, Syst. Nat. ed. 10: 174 
cyanea, Tanagra, Linnaeus, \I66,Syst. Nat. ed. 12: 315. 

CERTIFICATE 

I certify that the votes cast on Voting Paper (73)6 were cast 
as set out above, that the proposal contained in that voting paper 
has been duly adopted under the plenary powers, and that the 
decision so taken, being the decision of the International Commis¬ 
sion on Zoological Nomenclature, is truly recorded in the present 
Opinion No. 1126. 

R.V. MELVILLE 
Secretary 

International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature 

London 24 October 1978 




